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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 27th March, 1998 

O.N. 22.—Tn pursuance of Section 106 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 
1951), the Election Commission hereby publishes 
the judgement dated 13th January, 1997 oi the High 
Court of judicature at Mumbai in Election Petition 
No. 3 of 1996 filed by Shri B. N, Raiparohil chal¬ 
lenging the election of Smt. J. N. Mehta, to the Lok 
Sabha from 4-Mumbai South Parliamentary Consti¬ 
tuency. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
BOMBAY ORDINARY ORIGINAL CIVIL 

JURISDICTION CHAMBER SUMMONS 
No. 1255 OF 1996 

IN 


[ft. 8 2 /JTfT-m . *T. 1 3/ 9 6 ( RRt] 

5TTTBT Jf, 

up. ftruUBT, jmra pfft* 


ELECTION PETITION NO. 3 OF 1996 
Bhanwarsingh Narayansingb Rajpurohit of 
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Bombay, Indian Inhabitant, residing at 702, 
AN UR AG, 9 Banganga Road, Walkesh- 
war, Bombay-400 006.—Petitioner. 

Versus 

Jayawantiben Navinchandra Mehta of Bombay, 
Indian Inhabitant, residing at 23, Puma 
Building, Pochkhanawala Road, Bom- 
bay-400 0018.--Respondent. 

Mr. Haresh Jagtiani with Mr. Nitin Prudhan i|b 
Mr. Bharat Mehta for the Respondent. 

Mr. S. D. Vyas with Mr, R. R. Misbra for the 
Petitioner. 

CORAM : K. G. SHAH, ,1 
DATED : January 13, 1997 

ORAL ORDER : 

1. At the general elections to Loksabhn from 4, 
Mumbai South Parliamentary Constituency held on 
May 7, 1996, the Respondent Jaywantibari Navin¬ 
chandra Mehta was declared as elected. The Peti¬ 
tioner Bhanwarsingh Narayansinglr Raipurohit has 
by this Election Petition called the election of the 
respondent in question and has prayed for a decla¬ 
ration that (he respondent’s election as aforesaid is 
illegal, null and void. 

2. Inter alia in the election petition, the Petitioner, 
has contended that the respondent-returned candidate 
and her election agent at the election committed 
corrupt practices. It is one of the contentions of the 
Petitioner in the election petition that the respon- 
dent-Returned Candidate has committed a corrupt, 
practice of incurring or authorizing of expenditure in 
contravention of section 77 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1931 (for short “the Act”). The 
other corrupt practice alleged by the petitioner in the 
election petition is that during ihc course of the elec¬ 
tion campaigning, the Respondent-Returned Candi¬ 
date had appealed to the Electorate to vote for her 
in the name of and on the ground of her community 
and language. According to the Petitioner the thus 
Respondent is guilty of corrupt practices as would 
fall within section 123(3) of the Act. 

3. The Respondent-Returned Candidate has by 
this present Chamber Summons requested for dis¬ 
missal of the election petition at the threshold, for 
according to her, the election petition does not con¬ 
form to the mandatory provisions contained that the 
Act. 

4. The Respondent has firstly contended that the 
election petition inter alia is based on the ground 
of corrupt practices. Therefore, filing of an affidavit, 
as contemplated by the proviso appearing at the end 
of Sub-section (]) of Section 83 of the Act is a 
mandatory requirement and as the affidavit in that 
regard filed by the Petitioner and which has accom¬ 
panied by the petition, docs not conform to the re¬ 
quirements of law. Such an affidavit is no affidavit 
in the eye of law, and therefore, the election peti¬ 
tion is liable to be dismissed. Secondly, it is con¬ 
tended bv the Respondent that the concise statement 
of material facts which Iras beer filed by the Peti¬ 
tioner alone with the election petition has not been 
verified as required to be done under the law. There¬ 


fore, it is not a concise statement of material facts 
in the eye of law, and, therefore, also the election 
petition is liable to be dismissed. Neatly it is con¬ 
tended by the Respondent that various annexurcS) 
appended by the Petitioner to the election petition 
have not been signed by the Petitioner. Therefore, 
there is breach of Sub-sectior (2) of Section 83 oi 
the Act, and, therefore, also the Petition is liable to 
be dismissed. 

5. One more contention raised by the Respondent 
is that the copy of the election petition supplied to 
her by the Petitioner is not a true copy of the ori¬ 
ginal election petition. Therefore, there is violation 
of requirements of Sub-section (3) of Section 81 of 
the Act, and, therefore, also, the election petition is 
liable to be summarily rejected. 

■6. I have (he learned counsel for the parties. I 
think, the Chamber Summons should succeed. 

7. It is not in dispute before me that the election 
petition inter alia is based on the allegations of corrupt 
practices having been committed by the Respondent 
at the general elections. Under the Proviso appearing 
at the end of Sub-section (h cf Section 83 of the 
Act, therefore, the election petition is required to be 
accompanied by an affidavit in the prescribed form 
in support of the allegation of such corrupt practice 
and the particulars thereof It is required to be 
noticed that the affidavit spoken up by this proviso 
has obviously to be in support of the election petition 
itself. Such an affidavit therefore should be in con¬ 
formity with the election petition itself. If such an 
affidavit is at variance with the election petition itself, 

I think, such an affidavit cannot be said to be an affi¬ 
davit in conformity with the requirements of the 
Proviso appearing at the end of Sub-section (T) of 
Section 83 of the Act. In the present case, the affi¬ 
davit which has been fiied by the Petitioner is clearly 
at variance from and in direct contradiction of the 
statements in (he election petition proper. At the 
foot of the election petition, the Feiitioner has verified 
the contents of the election petition, and while doing 
so, he has solemnly declared hat what is stated in 
paragraphs 1 to 14, 17, 18, 20. 21 of the petition 
is true to his personal knowledge and that what is 
stated in paragraphs 15, 16, 19 is stated on the 
basis of information and by way of legal submissions 
and the Petitioner believed the same jo be due. Thus, 
going by what is stated in the verification at the foot 
of the election petition, the petitioner solemnly dec¬ 
lared that the statements contained in paragraphs I to 
14 and paragraphs J7, 18, 20 and 21 of the Petition 
are true to his personal knowledge. Now, if we go to 
the affidavit, which is filed by the Petitioner, in para¬ 
graph (b) of the affidavit, the Petitioner has stated 
that the statements made in paragraphs 8, 9. 10 and 

II of the accompanying election petition about the 
commission of corrupt practices of makine election ex¬ 
penses in excess of limit, prescribed under Section 77 
of the Representation of Peoples Act, 1951, arc based 
on information and he believed the same to be true 
In paragraph (c) of the said affidavit the petitioner 
has stated lhat the statements in a paragraphs of Ibe 
election petition bout the commission of conupt prac¬ 
tice of appealing to the voters in (he name of com¬ 
munity and language by the Resrondent andjor her 
election agents are based on information and he 
believed the same to be true. Now, undisputedly, in 
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the election petition, the allegations about the corrupt 
practice of appealing to the voters in the name of com¬ 
munity and language by the Respondent are con¬ 
tained in paragraphs 12 and 13 of the election peti¬ 
tion. Thus, going by what is stated in paragraph 
(c) of the affidavit, the Petitioner has stated that the 
statements in those two paragraphs about the corrupt 
practice of appealing to the voters in the name of 
community and language by the Respondent andjor 
her election agents are based on information which 
he'believed to be true.' To recapitulate, in the veri¬ 
fication at"the foot of the election petition, the Peti¬ 
tioner inter alia solemnly declared that what is staled 
in paragraphs 1 to 14 (and that would include para¬ 
graphs 8 , 9 , 10 , II, 12 and 131 to be true to his 
personal knowledge. However, in the affidavit, the 
Petitioner stated that ihe statements contained in those 
paragraphs 8 , 9 , 10 , 11 . 12 and 13 were based on 
information' and he believed the same to be true. In 
the affidavit, as regards the statements contained in 
those paragraphs 8 , 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 are con¬ 
cerned, it is not the case of tne Petitioner that those 
statements are true to his personal knowledge. Thus, 
not only that what is stated in the affidavit is not 
in conformity wi'h what is stated in the election peti¬ 
tion but it is directly in conflict with what is stated in 
ithe election petition. Considering the matter from 
this angle, it is clear that the affidavit is not an 
affidavit in -support of the election petition. It is, 
therefore, not an aflidavif as required to be made by 
virtue of Proviso under Sub-section (1) of Section 
83 of the Act. 

8 . The Petitioner along with the election petition 
has filed the concise statement of material facts. That, 
concise statement is to be found at pages 95 to 99 
of the compilation of the election petition. That 
concise statement, of course, has been signed by the 
election Petitioner before the Third Assistant Master, 
High Court, Bombay. However, that concise state¬ 
ment has not been verified as required to be done in 
compliance of Section 83 of the Act. 

9. One more submission on behalf of the Respon-. 
dent is that the Petitioner has annexed to the election 
petition various documents as annexures. However, 
those annexures have not been signed by the Peti¬ 
tioner, and therefore, there is non compliance of Sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 83 of the Act. Factually the 
contention of the Respondent is well founded for the 
Petitioner has along with the cleciion petition filed a 
list of documents wherein he has described 12 docu- 
documents. tie has produced documents at 
Sr. Nos. 1 to 10 of that list along with the petition. 
Those documents are produced at Exhibits A, B, 
C—1, C—2, C—3, C—4. C—5, C— 6 , D and E. 
Each one of these ten documents, which 
the Petitioner has filed along with the elec¬ 
tion petition, is accompanied by a verification 
on a separate sheet of paper. That verification has 
been signed by ihe Petitioner before the Thiul Assis¬ 
tant Master, High Court, Bombay, However, none of 
these ten documents enumerated heieinabove has been 
signed by the Petitioner. In other words, thomrh each 
one of these te n documents has been verified by the 
Petitioner, it has no. been signed by him. Sub-Section 
(2) of Section 83 of the Act says that anv schedule 
or annexure to the Petition shall also be signed by 
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the Petitioner and verified in the same manner as 
the petition. Thus this statutory requirement requires 
the Petitioner not only to verily the annexures or 
schedules annexed to the election petition but also 
that he should sign them. The language of Ibis statu¬ 
tory provisions clearly shows that the signing of 
annexures or schedule is distinct from the verification 
thereof. Of course, while verifying cither the 
election petition or schedules or annexures, the Peti¬ 
tioner is required to sign that verification as per the 
requirements laid down in the Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure for the verification of the pleadings. Even 
clause (c) of Sub-section (11 of Section 83 of the 
Act makes the position clear that the election peti¬ 
tioner has both to sign and verify the election peti¬ 
tion. The same thing would be clear from the bare 
reading of Sub-section (2) of Section 83 of the Act. 
Thus, so far as ihe annexures to the election petition 
are concerned, the petitioner is required not only 
to sign them but he has also to verify them. As said 
above, none of these ten annexures have been signed 
by the petitioner, and the verification pari annexed 
separately to each of the annexures cannot take place 
of the requirement of si an at are on the annexures, 
because the signature of the Petitioner on the annex¬ 
ures is one requirement while verification thereof is 
a distinct and separate requirement. If the Legisla¬ 
ture intended that if the annexures are verified by the 
petitioner in the manner laid down in the Code of 
Civil Procedure for the verification of pleadings that 
would be sufficient even when the Petitioner has not 
signed those annexures, the Legislature would not have 
used the words as it has in Sub-section (21 of Section 
83 of the Act. Thus, the annexures to the election 
petition do not conform to the requirement of Sub¬ 
section (21 of Section 8 ^ of the Act. 

I may mentioned here that so far as the annexures 
Exhibits A and B arc concerned, at the foot thereof, 
of. course, the Petitioner has put his signatures below 
the endorsement as true copy. Even if these signatures 
of the Petitioner at the foot of Exhibits A and B 
were to be comRIersd to the Petitioner's signatures 
on the annexures in terms of Sub-section (2) of Sec¬ 
tion 83 of the Act, then also, so far as (the remaining 
other 8 annexuies are concerned, they do not bear 
the signatures of the Petitioner, Thercfoic, clearly, 
so far as these remaining other 8 annexures are con¬ 
cerned, they are not signed by the petitioner and to 
that extent there is non compliance of Sub-section 
(21 of Section 83 of the Act. 

10. Lastly, it was submitted on behalf of the Res¬ 
pondent-Returned Candidate that the copv of the 
election petition supplied to the Respondent is 
not a true copy of the original. The Respondent has 
filed along with her affidavit in support of the Cham¬ 
ber Summons one of the two copies cf the election 
petition served upon her. In puragtaph 7 of the 
affidavit, the Respondent has contended that the copies 
of the election petition served upon her do not men¬ 
tion the name cf the Oath Administering Officer of 
this Hon’ble Court and the date of the signatures at 
various pages mentioned in that paragraph in the affi¬ 
davit. Here again, the Respondent is right. On 
various pages such os 16, 23, 66 , 68 , 70, 72, 74, 
76, 78, 80, 82, 84 86 , 88 , 90, 9 CD. 94 , 09 anc j 
101 of the original election petition. We find that 
in relation to the signatures of the petitioner there is 
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an endorsement “before me". That endorsement pur¬ 
ports to have been signed by the Third Assistant 
Master, High Court, Bombay, lhat oflrccr has on 
each of the aforesaid pages, by the side of his signa¬ 
ture below the aforesaid endorsement, put the date 
“24[6”. However, in the copy of the election peti¬ 
tion served upon the Respondent, on none of the 
pages, corresponding to the aforesaid pages, we find 
either! the name of the Third Assis¬ 
tant Master, High Court, Bombay or the date of the 
endorsement thereon. On those pages what we find 
is as follows: 

Sd|- 

3rd Master, 

High Court, 
Bombay.” 


Thus, it is dear that on each of the aforesaid 
corresponding pages in the copy of the election peti¬ 
tion served upon the Respondent what is stated is 
that the signature of the petitioner on those pages 
was made before the 3rd Master, High Court, Bombay 
Whereas, in the original, it appeals that the signature 
of the petitioner on these pages was made before the 
Third Assistant Master, High Court, Bombay. Thus, 
there is a clear discrepancy and variance between what 
is stated on the aforesaid pages of the original election 
petition as compared to what is stated on the corres¬ 
ponding pages in the copy of the election petition 
served upon the Respondent. In the endorsement 
cm the aforesaid pages on the copy of the election 
petition, it is not stated that the signature ol' the Peti¬ 
tioner on those pages was made before he Third 
[Assistant Master, High Court, Bombay. What j$ 
stated therein is that the signature of the petitioner 
on those corresponding pages was made before the 
3rd Master, High Court, Bombay. The Respondent 
would certainly be at a loss to understand as to 
whether the Petitioner's signatures on those corres¬ 
ponding pages, were made before the Third Assistant 
Master, High Court, Bombay or whether such signa¬ 
tures were made before the 3rd Master, High Court, 
Bombay. The omission of the word ‘Assistant’ in this 
endorsement, in my opinion, is a material omission 
which would very likely mislead the Respondent in 
finding out as to before whom actually the Petitioner 
had put his signatures on the aforesaid pages of the 
original election petition. Secondly, the Respondent 
would not be in a position to find out as tout as to who 
was the officer before whom the Petitioner had put 
his signature on tire aforesaid pages in the election 
Petition. The Respondent would also be at a loss to 
understand the date on which the endorsement of the 
Court Officer was made. These are material omis¬ 
sion and variation in the endorsement, in the copy 
of the election petition as compared to the original 
election petition. The submission on behalf of the 
Respondent is that those discrepancies and omissions 
would render the copy of the election petition served 
upon the Respondent not to be a true copy of the 
original election petition, and thus, there is a clear 
infringement of Sub-seetion f3) of Section 81 of the 
Act. 

11. Tie submission of the Respondent deserves to 
be accepted. This Court in a recent judgment on 
Chamber Summons No. 880 of 10% in Election 
Petition No. 1 of 1996 has upheld almost similar con- 
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tention that was raised in that matter. In that judg¬ 
ment, this Court had derived sustenance from the 
judgment in the case of Dr. (Sint.) Shipra V. Shanti 
Lai Khoiwal, reported in AIR 1996 S.C., 1691. In 
that case also, in the original election petition at 
the relevant pages, there appeared the signature of 
some officer of the High Court and the officer had 
put the date of signature as well. While in the copy 
of the election petition served to the Returned Candi¬ 
date not only that no signature of the officer was 
indicated but his name also was not indicated and 
the date of the signature was also not 

indicated. Following the decision in the 

case of Dr. (Sint.) Shipra (Supra;, this Court in that 
case held that the discrepancies between the original 
election petition and the copy of the election petition 
were vital, and those discrepancies rendered the copy 
of the election petition served upon the Respondent 
in that case not to lie a true copy of the election peti¬ 
tion. It is not necessary for me to go into detailed 
observations of this Court hi that case nor is it neces¬ 
sary for me to refer to the observations of the Sup¬ 
reme Court in the case of Dr. (Sint.) Shipra (Supra;. 
After having compared the original election petition 
in the present case with a copy thereof served upon 
the Respondent of the present case. I am convinced 
that on account of omissions and discrepancies, as 
aforesaid, in the copy of the election petition served 
upon the present Respondent that copy cannot be 
filed to be a true copy of the election petition, and 
therefore, there is a clear infringement of Sub-section 
(3) of Section 81 of the Act. On that score alone, 
if not, on any other, the present election petition is 
liable to be dismissed under Section 86(1) of the 
Act, 

12. Secondly, as indicated hereinabove, there are 
various features of the matter which render the elec¬ 
tion petition as not being in conformity with the 
various provisions of Section 83 of the Act. I have 
adverted to those features earlier in the judgment. In 
the case of Dr. (Sint.) Shipra (Supra), at paragraph 
12 of the report, their Lordships have clearly held 
that Sections 81, 83(1 )(c) and 86 read with Rule 
94-A of the Rules aud Form No. 25 are to be read 
conjointly as an integral scheme. So read, it would 
lead to this that: if on the facts, the election petition 
does not conform to the requirements of Section 
83(1 )(c) of the Act, at the minimum, it has got to 
be said that the copy of the election petition served 
upon the Respondent would not be the tine copy of 
the election petition which should conform to the 
requirement of Section 83 of the Act, and in. that 
view of the matter, the election petition would be 
liable to be dismissed. Therefore, even on the 
second aspect of the matter, 1 think, because of the 
non compliance cf Section 83 of the Act, the election 
petition is liable to be dismissed- At any rate, as the 
copy of the election petition seteved upon the Res¬ 
pondent is not a true copy of the original, as indi¬ 
cated hereinabove, there is an infringement of Sec¬ 
tion 83(1) of the Act which would render the elec¬ 
tion petition liable to be dismissed under Section' 
86(1) of the Act. 

13. In the result, the Chamber Summons succeeds. 
The election petition is dismissed under Section 86(1) 
of the Act. A copy of the judgment be sent to the 
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Election Commission of India and the Speaker of the 
Parliament as lequiied under Section 103 of the Act. 

14. There shall he no order as to costs. The amount 
deposited by the Election Petitioner in this Court 
shall be returned to the Election Petitioner. 

' 15. Issuance oi certified copy be expedited. 

[821 MT-IIPj 3 [90 (Mumbai) ] 
By Order, 

S. MENDTRATTA, Principal Secy, 
qibq 

<Tf fcetfi', 7 , 1998 

qT.q. 23.—fbqfaq qfq>f qqpnq ft 

qqt ft fa tjfR sbfa rtqq if qfa qqf % fatr 
fbqfaq if 9-rrrvm bmfam wa if bfarqq qsb qbr 
qqqptffqb fqqq fmf, 4 68/e briber wfftnp, 

t|5R?r5T, qbw qb bfa qfbfbfa?q qfafbqq, 
1951 fPTT rP(tfbT aRTtr qtf fbqqt 5KT qbftpf qqb 
fqqfqq ®qqr qrr qbf vfr %rf qtfanqqrfb if qqw 
^ 11 

tfk g^RMTWptff ^ g^PTT far and 97 bt^qq 
qqqfsku % frrtr qbf q?m qqqr rqr€fqn,q qftlrfqqT f 
«rK ffr^rW^T srnflTr >ft q^ qqrnm ftt qqr ft; fa 44% <mr 
4qq qqqwqr % ftrq; *rfr^ qqbq qrm qr Rrqtfqcq 

5fq: qq, brqfqq qrqfa 444 qfafqqq qb ukt 
i o-qr % qqqqq b «ft fqqq ftrrr qb qqq % fabf qf 


qqq % qr fafff Tr^q qb faqT4 fpff 54441 f4STT4 ubofq 
% qq*q ^ 47 b qk fttb % fab w «r bfa qb rnffa if 
affq qq qff qrrqTqftf t fab brdftq qrfaq ft i 

[q. 7 6/q.q,-tqf.ff./96] 

qfaq if, 
mr.bq. qrrqqb, qfaq 

ORDER 

New Delhi, ine 7th April, 1998 

O.N. 23.—Whereas, the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Vtjay Kumar, 40816 Civil Line, 
Ansik, Bulandshabv, Utlar Pradesh a contesting candi¬ 
date at the General Election to the House of the 
People in the State of Uttar Pradesh from 9-Sambhal 
constituency has failed to lodge any account of his 
election expenses as required by the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951 and the rules made there¬ 
under; 

And, whereas, the said candidate has not furnished 
any reason or explanation foi the said failure even 
after due notices and the Election Commission is thus 
satisfied that he has no good reason or justification 
for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10-A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
Shri Vijay Kumar to be disqualified for being chosen 
as, and for being a member of either House of the 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis¬ 
lative Council of a Slate for a period of 3 ycats from 
the date of this order:-— 

[No. 76 /UP-HP/ 96 ] 

By Order, 
L. H. FARUQI, Secy. 


qrrqfqqfqq m i 4fq 
qfb?r 

4$ fafab, 7 199 8 

4T. q. 2 4;—fbqfaq qrqbq qq qqrsnq sb qqi ft fa bb% qb qfTvft % Rrq (2) if qqr brfb- 
fqrq tCrt fbmq qqr % qq ffarfaq % fair gfj- qqrq (3) Sr fbfbfw fqqfaq-sfa if ^qr ft- (4) 

ifqfqb fqfqfq^ fbqfaq qrsbqrqr tfafa qrpq^ff, tffa srfbfbfti?q' qfafbqq, 1951 qqr q^fbr qqqr 
qq; fqqqf sttt qqf?rpr Tqq frnqft % fxFq (5) if qqq qfqq - qq^ fqqfqq sqqf qr %qrr q^ftrq ^ 1 % 
ifqrfwr qr?qr irqqiRr T^f 


qftq qqrf qrrqfqqf rf qrqap g-qqj fqrr qrq qr vff qqq qqqrqqf % brer qr qf qfff qrnqf qqqr fq- 
q^f fqqr ft qf qq% 4 ITT fqtT qq qTqrqqqf qr, qb? qrtf ftf, fqqTT Ttif % qFqrff fqqtqq qpfrq 
«pt q? qqmiq ftf qqr ft fqr qq% qrq qqq qqrqqr % fqcr qftf qqbq qn7;q qr r q rq tb r e q qftV ft ; 


qq: q^, fqqm qfqfq ?r>P qfqfqftnq qftrfqqq qb ufq io-qt % q^qq 4 qb qrtqft % 
fffiq ( 4 ) if fqbilVe bto^ f qb ffqT %fqqff ^bfPPT % qf fqqff TT^q'rqq Tiw-wq qb fqtJR qqf qw 
fqtrnT qfqqq % qqpq qb qrb qbq ftfb % bftT ^q qrbqr qb qrfbq b qbq qq qb qqqrrqfq %bfrr brdftq 
qbfqq qrtqf ft:— 
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^TRtft 


ff3T°t fTOT «5T ft OnrfafT WfH 31% JTWtff «PT fr^TT W ^R°T 

% , %. irk ?n>T wkq?n 


i 


5 


1 • 'di)tfi PWnWTT W 
HTET1 <,11 Or^TT 
1995 

2 . —■ 


3. —8^t— 


4. —3$— 


5 . — 3 $t— 


e. —3fr— 


7 . ~*?£f~ 


8- —3fr— 


9 . —iT^t— 


1 0 2—-3 c%) 

(ST. 5T. 5TT. ) 


102— 

(*T. 5T. 3|T. ) _. 



i o 3—ywfartf 

( w. «r. an. ) 

105—ftsr 

64—WWU 

—*?ft— 

—q£t— 


sft «nmrm 

nt*rf%%wr, < ft. w. 
jrrrnrjr sranr fsrrr: srVtr 
(stfmr) 

ft 5prtv ntift*; • 
pant ft. fft. fziqrr, 

STPIT f*mi : wtir 

(stfnn ) . . 

nrrftRT toft 
nfar-Tnifan, *tV . *n. nrrfff^r 

fann (snftm ) 

ft aj^n stopt 

5j. ?mswftfT (qqft) 

ffwT : fPigum (^tm) 

ftsntTff snft 

■•i i«i 1 t 'TUT, 

Tt. 

: ftu () 

ft fsjw nfTW, 

n. ft. wt. 

fam : srVer (sftm ) 

ft ffftr wr 'nfannft, 
ij. ^fhier,ft. m. 
fanftT WT?i ff^TT «i*4Mi<f 
^'3^Vm ) 

ft tF^hi <.IM u I 11M "t>, 
ft. stt. nratnim, 
fanrr: mtm, (lyitaT ) 

ft ^ancnft %rSV, 
jj. ft. amwm BUTT, 
farin’: mmr?; ( gftnr) 


f^fr^r sqft ^pt ftf ft 


%srt flrrfig^r f 

fftrrar t| i 



— 

fsn ' enfsFT f. 


vwm A| ( 
—arft— 

— ^t-— 

—<t— 

—<r~ 

—ar^t— 

__^t~ 


[f . 76 /Tftnr-ff . w . / 9 8] 
srr^r f, 

ft.“stmt, nff* 




67 


[«mrll —J (iii)] HTOT vr TWTJt: HITT 13,1998 /w 28,1920 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th April, 1998 

O. N. 24.-—Whereas, the Election Com¬ 
mission is satisfied that each contesting candi¬ 
date specified in column (4) of the Table be¬ 
low at the Genev! Rye Election to the Orissa 
Legislative Assembly held in 1995 from the 
Assembly Constituency as specified in column 
(3) against his|her name has failed to lodge 
an account of his [her election expenses or in 
the manner required by the law as shown in 
column (5) of the said Table as required by 
the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and 
the Rules made thereunder ; 

Table 


SI. Particulars 

No. 

SE No. & Name of 
Constituency 

Name & address of candidate 

Reason for disqualifi¬ 
cation 

1 . 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1. General Election to the Orissa 
Legislative Assembly 1995 

102-Balliguda (ST) 

Sh. Ghanasyam Budaik, 

Vill—Sileimal, 

P.O. : Narayana-Prasad, 

Dist : Boudh, 

(Orissa). 

Failed to lodge as 
account of election 
expenses. 

2 . -do- 

102-Balliguda (ST) 

Sh. Basanta Kumar Majhi, 
As/P.O.: Ghantapada, 

P.S.—Kantamal, 

Dist. Boudh, 

(Orissr/). 

-do- 

3. -do- 

102-Balliguda (ST) 

Sarasil Pradhan, 

Vill.—Raibanja, 

P.O. : Sraniketa, 

Dist : Kandhamal, 

(Orissa). 

-do- 

4. -do- 

103-Udayagiri (ST) 

Sh. Junas Pradhan, 

AT—Linepoda (Pad ami), 

P.O.—Greenubadi, 

Dist : Kondhamal, 

(Orissa). 

-do- 

5. -do- 

105-Boudh 

Sh. Anadi Badi, 

Vill—Uduhilika, 

P.O, : Juramunda, 

Dist : Boudh, 

(Orissa), 

-do- 

[6. -do- 

105-Boudh 

Sh. Manjulata, 

Mahapatra, 

At/P.O. : Gundulia, 

Dist : Boudh, 

(Orissa). 

-do- 


And, whereas, the concerned candidate has 
either not furnished any reason [explanation 
for the said failure even after due notice and 
the Election Commission, after considering the 
representation, if any made by him | her is satis¬ 
fied that hejshe has no good reason or justifica¬ 
tion for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A 
of the Rep. of People’s Act, 1951 the Election 
Commission hereby declares the persons speci¬ 
fied in column (4) of the Table below to be 
disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a 
member of either House of the Parliament or 
of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a State [Union Territory for a period 
of 3 years from the dale of this order. 
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2 . 


4. 

5. 

. Bye-Elcction to the Orissa 
Legislative Assembly 1997 

64-Daspalla 

Sh. Rishore K_utnir, 

Patligrahi, 

At : Tndipata, 

PO : Kishoreprasad, 

Dist : Nayagarh, 

(Orissa). 

Failed to lo.lg; any 
account of election 
expenses. 

. -do- 

64-Daspalla 

Sh. Rabinarayan Naik, 

At/PO : Madhyakhanda, 

Dist : Nayagarh, 

(Orissa). 

-do- 

-do- 

64-Daspalla 

Sh. Khetrabasi Sethy, 

At/PO : Jagannathprasad, 
Dist : Nayagarh, 

(Orissa). 

-do- 


[No. 76/OR'LA/98j 

By Order, 
B. N. CHAWLA, Secy. 
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